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1 May, 2003
(864) 458-0379

jim.fannin@us.michelin.com

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Rafael A. Casanova, Remedial Project Manager - -
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI - oz ?:2
Superfund Division (6SF-AP)
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 T
Dallas, TX 75202-2733 e T
o TO <l
Re:  Star Lake Canal Superfund Site, Port Neches, Texas = 1T

Dear Mr. Casanova: 25y
This letter and its attachments are Michelin North America, Inc.’s (“Michelin”) response
to your agency’s Request for Information Pursuant to Section 104(e) of CERCLA (hereinafter
“the Request”) for the above-captioned Site. While Michelin did not receive a request directly
from your agency, we are responding on behalf of the Goodrich Corporation (“Goodrich”) for its
former ownership of a portion of the Port Neches, Texas synthetic rubber manufacturing facility.
Michelin is successor-in-interest to certain tire liabilities of the BFGoodrich Tire Company, as will
be more completely explained below. Michelin is also responding for a predecessor-in-interest
at the Port Neches synthetic rubber complex, the Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Company (‘UGTC”), as
detailed below. We note your agency attempted to contact UGTC; however, Michelin does not
have a location at 280 Park Avenue in New York City and Capitol Commerce Reporter, Inc. has
never been retained by nor does it have authorization to accept service on behalf of UGTC or
Michelin. Finally, please note that Michelin has not owned or operated the Ameripol Synpol

facility since December 17, 1992, so Michelin’s answers will only address operations up to that
date.

Michelin appreciates the extension of time in which to respond to your agency's
Request. In addition to the undersigned, the following persons assisted in the preparation of
this Response: Beth M. Ellis (Michelin Legal Assistant) and Liewellyn Levi (retired employee
and consultant). Responses to the requests are provided on information and belief, based in
many cases in large part on historical records and individual recollection. Michelin reserves the

right to supplement or correct the information provided, should further inquiry or subsequent
events so warrant.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1. Michelin objects to the Request on the grounds and to the extent that the Request seeks
to impose upon Michelin obligations relating to the identification and disclosure of confidential
information, including information that is protected under the doctrines of attorney work product
and attorney-client privilege, that are different from, other than, or in addition to, those
obligations set forth in 40 C.F.R., Part 2 and CERCLA Section 104(e)(7).

2. Michelin objects to the Request on the grounds that it implies or infers responsibility with

respect to hazardous substances that is different from or broader than that imposed by Section
107 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9607.

Michelin North America, Inc.

One Parkway South

PO. Box 19001

Greenville, South Carolina 29602-9001
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3. Michelin objects to the Request on the grounds and to the extent that it seeks to impose
upon Michelin obligations relating to the investigation for, disclosure of, and representations
concerning any information responsive to the Request that are different from, other than, or in
addition to Section 104 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9604.

Without waiving the foregoing objections, below are Michelin’'s answers to your agency’s
Request for Information.

PART A RESPONSES (Facility):

Questions 1 and 2. Ownership: Michelin is a New York corporation, with a principal place of
business at One Parkway South, Greenville, South Carolina and is a wholly-owned subsidiary of
Michelin Corporation, which is also a New York corporation. Michelin is an indirect subsidiary of
Compagnie Générale des Etablissements Michelin, a French company that heads up the
Michelin Groupe. A copy of the 2001 Annual for the Michelin Group is attached. It includes a
list of affiliates. The 2002 Annual Report has not been distributed yet, but will be available
online at: http://www.michelin.com/corporate/en/documentation/documentation.jsp. As noted above,
Michelin sold the Ameripol Synpol facility (the “Rubber Plants”) in December 1992 to the
Gantrade Corporation, which has operated the facility as Ameripol Synpol Corporation (“ASC")
since that time. Prior corporate history is as follows:

= World War IlI: the U.S. Government built two styrene-butadiene rubber (“SBR”)
manufacturing facilities in Port Neches, Texas. On behalf of the government,
Firestone operated the “North Plant” from 1943 until 1947 and the B.F. Goodrich
Company (‘BFG”) operated the “South Plant” from 1943 until 1955.

= 1947 - 1950: Firestone ceased its operations at the North Plant in 1947 and the plant
remained idle.

= 1950: the U.S. Rubber Company (also known in later years as Uniroyal, Inc.)
reactivated the North Plant.

= 1954 - 1955: U.S. Rubber entered into a joint venture with Texaco, Inc. in late 1954,
with 50% ownership by each party, to acquire the North Plant. The joint venture was
called Texas-U.S. Chemical Company (“Texas-US”). Operations commenced under
Texas-US on April 29, 1955.

= 1955 - 1980: in addition to the North Plant acquisition, Texas-US also purchased a
50% ownership in the adjacent butadiene plant (also known as “Neches Butane”)
from the government. The remaining 50% portion of Neches Butane was purchased
from the government by a joint venture between BFG and Gulf Oil Corporation,
known as Goodrich-Gulf Chemicals, Inc. (*“GGCI").

= 1955 - 1969: GGCI operated the South Plant. In 1969, BFG bought out Gulf's
interests in both the South Plant and the portion of Neches Butane operated by
GGCI and operated both under the Ameripol, Inc. name.

= 1969 - 1980: BFG continued to operate the South Plant and its portion of Neches
Butane. In 1980, it sold its half interest in Neches Butane to Texaco, Inc.

» 1980: As of August 1, Uniroyal “traded” its ownership portion of Neches Butane for
Texaco’s portion of the North plant. The resulting North Plant operations, Synpol
Inc., became a wholly owned subsidiary of Uniroyal.

= 1983. BFG transferred the responsibility of the South Plant from the “B.F. Goodrich
Chemical Company” to the “B.F. Goodrich Tire Group.” The South Plant became
known as the Ameripol SBR Division.

= 1986: Uniroyal transferred Synpol, Inc. from its Chemical Division to its Tire
Company and then “spun off” its Tire Company. BFG spun off its B.F. Goodrich Tire



Group and these two tire-manufacturing entities merged to form the Uniroyal
Goodrich Tire Company (“UGTC”). By August 1, 1986, the merger of Ameripol
(South Plant) and Synpol (North Plant) was completed and the physical divider
between the two facilities was removed.

= 1990: An affiliate of Michelin completed its acquisition of UGTC.

= 1992: UGTC’s divestiture of the Rubber Plants was completed as of December 17.

Question 3. Corporate Documentation: As indicated above, the ownership history of the Rubber
Plants and Neches Butane is rather complex. Due to the volume and number of transactional
documents responsive to this Request, Michelin will provide copies of the documents to your
agency upon request. Additionally, it is our understanding, as Counsel for ASC provided
Michelin with courtesy copies of its responses, that documentation for several of the
transactions was produced to your agency by ASC in those responses.

Question 4. Facility Information: Below is a list of responsive drawings included herein, in the
order in which they are enclosed. Michelin has not located any aerial photographs. Additional
facility information concerning operations at Neches Butane or the Rubber Plants would been
maintained at each facility. Information pertaining to Neches Butane’s operations would have
been transferred to Texaco in 1980, when BFG and Uniroyal divested their respective interests
in that facility and Michelin would have never had possession of such information. With respect
to the Rubber Piants, Michelin has not owned or operated the facility since 1992 and such
documentation would no longer be in our possession or control.

Drawing No./Description: Date:

E-9400 (Acreage Map) 06/06/1955
136-B-2 (Piping & Utilities) 06/07/1980
G-2738 (Plot Plan) 09/23/1980
F-3142-001 B (Plant Map) 11/14/1986
F-3142-001 C (Plant Map) 11/14/1986
F-3142-001 D (Plant Map-Hazardous Areas) 06/12/1987
8826-1 0 05/20/1988
8826-3 1 05/20/1988
8826-2 1 05/20/1988
8826-5 1 05/20/1988
1758D001 11/10/1992
1758D002 11/11/1992
1758D003 11/18/1992
1758D005 11/18/1992
E-1883-2C (Proposed Cell Arrangement/Landfill) 11/14/1988
Sheet 10 (Final Plat) 09/22/1980
Sheet 11 (Final Plat) 10/27/1980
Sheet 12 (Final Plat) 09/24/1980

Question 5. Solid Waste Management: An onsite landfill was started at the Port Neches
complex in 1969 on land owned jointly by Texas-US and BFG. The operation’s acreage was
increased in 1980. The landfill's location is noted on several of the drawings enclosed,
particularly on Drawing No. E-1883-2C (“Proposed Cell Arrangement, Common Landfill Area”).
Wastes from Texaco’'s Neches Butane operations and the Rubber Plants were disposed of at
this landfill. Michelin’s records indicate that the Texas Water Commission issued a landfill
permit and a reference to said permit is included herein on a listing of permits in effect as of
December 17, 1992. Waste streams from the Rubber Plants handled at the landfili from 1969




until 1992 included paper, pallets, process plant sludge and solids from the two facility settling
ponds, off-spec rubber, and old catalyst. Michelin does not have any knowledge or information
regarding disposal subsequent to December 1992. Prior to 1969, plant wastes were
transported offsite to the Bailey and Sara Jane Road Sites. Michelin assumed PRP
responsibility for UGTC at the Bailey Site, which is currently in the O&M phase under the
auspices of your agency. BFG and Texas-US apparently participated in a state-supervised
closure of the Sara Jane Road Site in the early 1980s, along with American Cyanamid. EPA’s

1991 Multimedia Audit Report is enclosed herein as a reference and is responsive to this
request.

Question 6. Compliance History: Leaks, Spills, Releases: In response to this question, Michelin
references the EPA 1991 Multimedia Audit Report and the Texas Air Control Board's 1990
Order No. 90-09, which are enclosed herein. Except for the enclosed reports, Michelin has not
located any other evidence or information indicating that any leaks, spills or releases of any
substances, including hazardous substances, occurred at or from the Rubber Plants.

Question 7. Permits: Michelin is no longer in possession of the permits related to the Rubber
Plants, as they were transferred to ASC in the 1992 Asset Purchase and would be maintained

at the facility. Michelin does have a listing of the permits in effect as of 1992 and a copy of said
list is enclosed herein.

Questions 8 and 9. Groundwater/Surface Water Contamination: Other than the documentation

enclosed herein, Michelin has not located any other evidence or information responsive to this
request.

Question 10. Site Investigations: In response to this request, Michelin references a number of
sampling analyses performed in 1989 by Engineering Science and Savannah Laboratories
enclosed herein. EPA’s 1991 Multimedia Audit Report is also considered to be responsive to
this request. Except for this data, Michelin has not contemplated or performed any

investigations of the groundwater, surface water or soil at the facility, as it has not owned or
operated the Rubber Plants since 1992.

Question 11. Availability of Information: As indicated in prior answers, Michelin has not owned
or operated the Rubber Plants since 1992; accordingly, much of the information sought by your
agency would be in the possession of the current owners. Information responsive to this
Request has been included herein and Michelin again reserves its right to supplement its
response should additional relevant information be located.

PART B RESPONSES (Canal):

Questions 1 and 2. Ownership/Operations of Star Lake Canal: Based on information in
Michelin’s possession, it is our understanding that the Canal was acquired by GGCI in April
1955 from the Rubber Producing Facilities Disposal Commission. As explained above,
Michelin’s predecessor-in-interest, BFG sold its ownership portion of the Neches Butane facility
in 1980 to Texaco (as Texaco Butadiene Company); this sale also included the conveyance of
BFG'’s portion of the Canal. For your reference, a copy of the General Warranty Deed, dated
December 29, 1980 is enclosed herein. A similar arrangement was made in the 1980
arrangement between Uniroyal and Texaco, whereby Texaco received Uniroyal's ownership
portion of Neches Butane in exchange for Texaco’s ownership portion of the North Plant. Three
of the enclosed blueprints prepared for Texas-US in 1980 show the Canal and its easements




(Sheets 10 through 12); Michelin has not located any other documentation concerning any
Texas-US ownership or any of the entities’ operation of the Canal.

Question 3. Solid Waste Unit Releases/Hydraulic Connections: As noted on the blueprint
identified as “Sheet 11” enclosed herein, the solid waste landfill owned and operated by the
Rubber Plants and Texaco was adjacent to the Canal. Additional details on the landfill and its
proximity to the Canal are noted on the blueprint entitled “Proposed Cell Arrangement: Common
Landfill Area.” Additionally, Michelin references the EPA’'s 1991 Multimedia Audit Report,
enclosed herein. Except for the enclosed information, Michelin has not located any other
evidence or information concerning the quantities and types of materials handled, construction,

closure activities or corrective actions during the time in which its predecessors-in-interest had
ownership responsibilities for the Canal.

Question 4. Compliance History: Leaks, Spills, Releases: Michelin has not located any evidence
or information concerning leaks, spills or releases of any substances, including hazardous

substances, during the time in which its predecessors-in-interest had ownership responsibilities
for the Canal.

Questions 5, 6 and 7. Permits: Since Michelin never had ownership responsibility for the Canal,

it does not have any environmental or dredging permits for the Canal, nor does it have any
environmental reports concerning the Canal.

Question 8. Sampling: Since Michelin never had ownership responsibility for the Canal, it has

not performed or contemplated performing any sampling of the sediments in or around the
Canal.

Question 10. Site Investigations: Since Michelin never had ownership responsibilities for the

Canal, it has not contemplated performing or performed any investigations of the groundwater,
surface water or soil on or around the Canal.

Michelin asks that future correspondence regarding the Site be directed to the
undersigned at: 1401 Antioch Church Road, Greenville, SC 29605, as well as Ms. Beth M. Ellis,
Legal Assistant, Michelin North America, Inc., One Parkway South, Greenville, SC 29615. She
may be reached at (864) 458-5640 or via email at beth.ellis@us.michelin.com.

Sincerely yours,
MICHELIN NORTH AMERICA, INC.

M %.\%_
James D. Fannin
Environmental Engineer

Enclosures



DOCUMENTS RESPONSIVE TO MULTIPLE
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UNITED STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
SURVEILLANCE BRANCH
REGION 6 DALLAS, TEXAS

TOXIC RELEASE REDUCTION PROJECT
AMERIPOL SYNPOL COMPANY- PORT NECHES, TEXAS
PHASE B MULTIMEDIA INSPECTION
JANUARY 14-18, 1991




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY



TOXIC RELEASE REDUCTION PROJECT (TRRP)
AIR TOXIC EXPOSURE AND RISK INFORMATION SYSTEM (ATERIS)
. MULTIMEDIA INSPECTION
AMERIPOL SYNPOL COMPANY - PORT NECHES TEXAS

This report is prepared as part of the Regional Enforcement Pilot Project that focuses
obtaining reductions in risk due to toxic chemicals emitted from industrial sources in
Region 6. The purpose of this report is to gather information to better define toxic
emissions at Ameripol Synpol and to insure facility compliance through multimedia
inspections. The term multimedia includes at a minimum the Regional air, water,
hazardous waste, toxic substances, wetlands, groundwater, superfund, underground injection,
groundwater, underground storage tank and pesticides programs.

A compilation of reports was generated from a multimedia investigation in support of the
TRRP at Ameripol Synpol Company (ASC) performed on December 10-14, 1990 and
January 14- 18, 1991. This multimedia investigation was conducted in two phases (Phase
A was conducted during December 1990 and Phase B January 1991). This report will
follow the following format: 1) Introduction, 2) Summary of Apparent Violations, 3)
Technical Reports, including attachments, and 4) an Addendum to the report containing
laboratory analyses with conclusions based on data interpretation and the effect on the
facility compliance. This addendum will also include photographs.

Each of the individual program specific inspection reports are attached separately in the
Technical Reports document. The majority of the inspection reports address the specific
program media and facility units in which it was investigated under. However, there are
a few reports that address the complex as a whole. This approach is necessary due to the
regulatory status of the facility. The information in this report was compiled by Charles
Faultry, Inspection Team Leader, 6E-SC.




INTRODUCTION

Description of Project/Investigation

The TRRP Multimedia Investigation is part of a Regional Pilot Project requested by
EPA’s Deputy Administrator Habicht on December 15, 1989. The focus of the project
takes a dual approach for reduction of toxic emissions. The first approach will initiate a
review of selected sources identified in the recently released Headquarters (HQ) Air
Toxics Exposure and Risk Information System (ATERIS) list of January 2, 1990, also
referred to as the "Waxman" list, to explore (1) the possibility of reducing toxic emissions,
(2) insuring compliance with all regulatory provisions and (3) conducting a complete
multimedia risk assessment. The second approach involves a multimedia compliance
investigation and subsequent mujtimedia risk assessment of selected facilities in the target
areas to explore the potential for risk reduction. Personnel from all Divisions within the
Regional Office and State Agency will be participating in this project. ASC was one the
five targeted facilities that were identified in the HQ ATERIS list of January 2, 1990.

The inspection at the ASC in Port Neches, Texas was second in a series of unannounced
multimedia inspections at selected facilities in the South Texas Industrial area. The
multimedia compliance investigation for ASC was performed in two phases (Phase A and
B). Phase A included compliance inspections for Clean Air Act (CAA), Clean Water Act
(CWA), and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) plus sampling efforts from
the CWA team. Also, several wastewater samples were taken to determine if the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) regulation for Benzene
Waste Operations were applicable. Phase B consisted of compliance inspections for Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA), Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
(EPCRA), Underground Storage Tank (UST), Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure (SPCC), and Wetland designated representatives. The CAA and RCRA
sampling efforts were conducted during phase plus additional sampling efforts from the
CWA team for stormwater runoff discharges from unpermitted waste streams. The Phase
A multimedia inspections was performed December 10-14, 1990 and the Phase B January
14-18, 1991 (see attached schedules)

Most program elements were assigned team members from EPA, including an inspector
and a compliance officer, and a State inspector. Two different state agencies were
involved. The Texas Air Control Board (TACB) assisted in conducting the Air inspection
and Texas Water Commission (TWC) was involved in the RCRA, CWA, and UST
inspections. The United States Army Corp of Engineers was involved in the Wetlands

inspection. The remaining programs in TSCA, EPCRA, and SPCC are not state
authorized, and therefore were conducted by EPA only.
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UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS- AMERIPOL SYNPOL CO.

Inspection Date: January 16, 1991
EPA Inspector:  John Cernero, P.E.
Ameripol Synpol

Representatives: Paul Aguillard (Ameripol Synpol Co.)
James Fannin (Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Company)

SUMMARY OF APPARENT VIOLATION OUTLINE

I. Summaries of Significant Findings

40 CFR 280.74 Closure Records

According to this regulation, owners and operators must maintain records that are capable
of demonstrating compliance with closure requirements under Subpart G. The results of
site assessments for closed USTs, as required in 40 CFR 280.72, must be maintained for
at least 3 years after closure. ASC maintained only the sampling results as presented in
the Southwestern Reports. No record of closure procedures or TWC’s concurrence on the
closures was found in the files. This is a violation of the UST regulations.

40 CFR 280.72(b) Assessing the Site at Closure or Change-in-Service

This regulation states that when conducting UST closure procedures, if contamination is
discovered through a site assessment or any other manner, owners and operators must
begin corrective action in accordance with Subpart F (40 CFR 280.60 to 280.67).

Sampling information in the Southwestern Reports indicate high levels of benzene, toluene,
ethyl benzene and xylene (BTEX) at Site 2, which is north of the Technical Building and
Lab (2,000 gal. gasoline UST); high levels of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) at Site
3, which is located east of the Boiler House (5,300 gal. fuel oil UST); and high levels of
BTEX at Site 5, which is south of the South Machine Building (4,000 gal. gasoline UST).
The USTs at these locations have been closed-in-place.

According to ASC records, in their letter dated October 6, 1988, ASC provided notification

to TWC of their intent to "permanently remove" six USTs. This was requested under

Texas Administrative Code, since the Federal UST regulation did not become effective
1



until December 22, 1988. According to the letter, all six USTs would be emptied and
filled with inert material, and work would be scheduled to begin on November 7, 1988.
However, the sampling for the site assessment was not completed until February 15, 1989,
according to the Southwestern Reports, and the actual closure of the USTs was not
completed until June 30, 1989, as indicated in ASC’s letter dated January 29, 1990.

ASC has stated that TWC gave them verbal approval to proceed with the closure of the
USTs without requiring ASC to remove any contaminated soils; however, no
documentation could be found. The only written approval ASC has received from TWC
concerning UST closure, was in a letter dated April 12, 1989, in which TWC provided
ASC Texas waste code numbers for "disposal of gasoline and diesel". This was in response
to ASC’s letter dated March 21, 1989, in which ASC requested waste code numbers for
disposal of residual/unused gasoline and residual/unused diesel from UST closure.

As a result of a previous EPA (NEIC) audit, ASC, by their letter of January 29, 1990,
requested Keith Anderson of TWC, District 6, Beaumont, to provide written confirmation
of TWC’s April 18, 1989, verbal approval of ASC’s closure methods. To date, TWC has
not provided written confirmation.

Since no documentation has been provided in the file to verify that TWC had instructed
ASC to disregard the results of the site assessment, ASC is in violation of 40 CFR 280(b)._

I1. Areas of Concern

1. The 8,000 gal. styrene unloading UST was stated to be out of service since 11/86, which
was before the EPA UST regulations became effective. According to 40 CFR 280.73,
concerning previously closed USTs, the implementing agency can direct an owner or
operator to permanently close a UST in accordance with the December 22, 1988, EPA
UST regulations, if in the judgement of the implementing agency, the UST poses a current
or potential threat to human health or the environment.

EPA recommends that TWC be given the opportunity to make this determination. As a

minimum, EPA recommends that this UST be secured such that the UST can not be
accidently or intentionally use.

2. EPA recommends ASC request TWC to remove the 10,000 gal. styrene unloading UST
from the regulated UST registered UST list, since the UST is in a concrete "vault" which
prohibits contact with earthen materials. The UST is essentially an above ground tank
(40 CFR 280.12(i), definition of UST and preamble page 37121).

&%)



3. EPA recommends that ASC request that TWC determine whether the four PMHP
USTs should be regulated. It is possible that these tanks could be considered sumps, part
of the wastewater collection system, or emergency spill tank; however, if the TWC does
not grant deregulation of these tanks, ASC must install release detection systems on all
of the 300 gal. tanks, immediately, since they are 35 years old.

ACTION ITEMS:
1. Contact TWC to determine plan of action for cleanup of Sites 2, 3 and 5.

2. Obtain TWC’s determination of whether the 8,000 styrene unloading UST poses a
current or potential threat to human health or the environment, and whether it should
be permanently closed in accordance with the current EPA UST regulations.

3. Obtain TWC’s determination of whether the PMHP USTs are regulated tanks. If these
tanks are considered regulated, release detection systems must be installed immediately.



AMERIPOL SYNPOL COMPANY

Inspection Type: SPCC

Inspection Date: January 17, 1991

Inspection Participants: Steve Reddish, Environment/Ecology
Pamela Pawelek, Environment/Ecology
Dick Saunders, Ameripol Synpol

Summary of Inspection Findings:

During the course of the inspection, the following deficiencies were noted:

1. Inadequate secondary containment at the railroad loading /offloading rack on East
Street.

2. Pooling liquid within containment at gasoline tank East of East Street, across from
North Process Warehouse.

3. Inadequate integrity of storage tank at the third tank to the west of D Process
Building in the carbon black are. The manway plate was leaking.

4. Records of tank inspections and drain valve opening should be made part of the
SPCC Plan.

Inspection Type: EPRCA, TSCA Section 5 & 8, and Wetland
Summary of Findings

There was no violations found during these inspections, therefore, the company was in
compliance with the regulatory requirements for these medias.



Summary of PCB/TSCA Compliance Inspection Findings

Conducted by: Richard McLaughlin, EPA Field Inspector

Contacted: Lou Levi, Senior Engineer-Environmental, Ameﬁpol Synpol Company, James

Fannin, Manger, Environmental Engineering, Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Co.,
Akron, Ohio

Records indicated that all PCBs were removed in early 1989. Due to a merge of two
companies in 1986 they accounted for 25 PCB transformers and 184 PCB capacitors that
were replaced with non-PCB items. The company has taken the stand to be free of PCBs,
so they elected to replace all transformers that contained PCBs. Many of those items
were installed as original equipment by the U.S. Government back in 1943, so it was more
economical to replace than retrofill to reclassify. A copy of their annual documents and
hazardous waste manifests explaining the final disposition.was collected to indicate proper
procedures were followed. Other mineral oil type transformers have been sampled and
analyzed for PCBs. They have been labelled as non-PCB or containing less than 50m= and
results indicated below 50x«, but were again analyzed and found to contain 55 and 67 opm
which they intend to retrofill and reclassify in the immediate future so they will be
completely free of PCB. To their knowledge PCBs were ‘not used in any other operating

equipment. Persons contacted were well aware of their responsibility concerning the PCB
rule.



© \SE B TRRP MULTIMEDIA INSPECTION IMPLEMENTATION

AMERIPOL SYNPOL

MONDAY, JAN. 14, 1991
RCRA Sampling *
TSCA Inspection (PCB)

TUESDAY, JAN. 15, 1991
RCRA Sampling *
EPRCA Inspection

WEDNESDAY, JAN. 16, 1991
RCRA Sampling Ending *
Air Sampling Beginning *
UST Inspection
Wetland Inspection *

THURSDAY, JAN. 17, 1991
SPCC Inspection
TSCA Section 5 and 8 Inspection

FRIDAY, JAN. 18, 1991
Air Sampling *
Closing Conference

*  Tasks that do not require a person from the facility environmental
staff (however we encourage the company to provide someone to
accompany these teams during their efforts).
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SURVEILLANCE BRANCH
REGION 6 DALLAS, TEXAS
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PHASE A MULTIMEDIA INSPECTION
DECEMBER 10-14, 1990
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TOXIC RELEASE REDUCTION PROJECT (TRRP)
AIR TOXIC EXPOSURE AND RISK INFORMATION SYSTEM (ATERIS) -
MULTIMEDIA INSPECTION
AMERIPOL SYNPOL COMPANY - PORT NECHES TEXAS

This report is prepared as part of the Regional Enforcement Pilot Project that focuses
obtaining reductions in risk due to toxic chemicals emitted from industrial sources in
Region 6. The purpose of this report is to gather information to better define toxic
emissions at Ameripol Synpol and to insure facility compliance through multimedia
inspections. The term multimedia includes at a minimum the Regional air, water,
hazardous waste, toxic substances, wetlands, groundwater, superfund, underground injection,
groundwater, underground storage tank and pesticides programis.

A compilation of reports was generated from a multimedia investigation in support of the
TRRP at Ameripol Synpol Company (ASC) performed on December 10-14, 1990 and
January 14- 18, 1991. This multimedia investigation was conducted in two phases (Phase
A was conducted during December 1990 and Phase B January 1991). This report will
follow the following format: 1) Introduction,  2) Summary of Apparent Violations, 3)
Technical Reports, including attachments, and 4) an Addendum to the report containing
laboratory analyses with conclusions based on data interpretation and the effect on the
“~cility compliance. This addendum will also include photographs.

Each of the individual program specific inspection reports are attached separately in the
Technical Reports document. The majority of the inspection reports address the specific
program media and facility units in which it was investigated under. However, there are
a few reports that address the complex as a whole. This approach is necessary due to the

regulatory status of the facility. The information in this report was compiled by Charles
Faultry, Inspection Team Leader, 6E-SC.
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INTRODUCTION

Description of Project/Investigation

The TRRP Multimedia Investigation is part of a Regional Pilot Project requested by
EPA’s Deputy Administrator Habicht on December 15, 1989. The focus of the project
takes a dual approach for reduction of toxic emissions. The first approach will initiate a
review of selected sources identified in the recently released Headquarters (HQ) Air
Toxics Exposure and Risk Information System (ATERIS) list of January 2, 1990, also
referred to as the "Waxmman" list, to explore (1) the possibility of reducing toxic emissions,
(2) insuring compliance with all regulatory provisions and (3) conducting a complete
multimedia risk assessment. The second approach involves a multimedia compliance
investigation and subsequent multimedia risk assessment of selected facilities in the target
areas to explore the potential for risk reduction. Personnel from all Divisions within the
Regional Office and State Agencies will be participating in this project. ASC was one the
five targeted facilities that were identified in the HQ ATERIS list of January 2, 1990.

The inspection at the ASC in Port Neches, Texas was second in a series of unannounced
multimedia inspections at selected facilities in the South Texas Industrial area. The
multimedia compliance investigation for ASC was performed in two phases (Phase A and
B). Phase A included compliance inspections for Clean Air Act (CAA), Clean Water Act
(CWA), and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) plus sampling efforts from
the CWA team. Also, several wastewater samples were taken to determine if the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) regulation for Benzene
Waste Operations were applicable. Phase B consisted of compliance inspections for Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA), Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
(EPCRA), Underground Storage Tank (UST), Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure (SPCC), and Wetland designated representatives. The CAA and RCRA
sampling efforts were conducted during Phase B plus additional sampling efforts from the
CWA team for stormwater runoff discharges from unpermitted waste streams. The Phase

A multimedia inspections was performed December 10-14, 1990 and the Phase B January
14-18, 1991 (see attached schedules)

Most program elements were assigned team members from EPA, including an inspector
and a compliance officer, and a State inspector. Two different state agencies were
involved. The Texas Air Control Board (TACB) assisted in conducting the Air inspection
and Texas Water Commission (TWC) was involved in the RCRA, CWA, and UST
inspections. The United States Army Corp of Engineers was involved in the Wetlands
inspection. The remaining programs in TSCA, EPCRA, and SPCC are not state
authorized, and therefore were conducted by EPA only.



Facility Background and Process Description

The ASC facility was built in 1943 by the United State Government, during World War
11, to produce synthetic rubber. In the 1950s, the facility was divided and sold into two
separate plants (north and south plant). The north half was sold to Texas U.S. Chemical
which later became Synpol Inc. and the south portion to B.F. Goodrich. Each plant was
operated independently until August 1986, when the two plants, Synpol Inc. and B.F.
Goodrich, merged to form Ameripol Synpol Company, a division of the Uniroyal Goodrich
Tire Company (UGTC). Early May 1990, Michelin Tire Company purchased UGTC and
ASC became part of Michelin Tire. ASC is not anticipating changing the name of their
company.

The styrene-butadiene rubber (SBR) process involves the polymerization of butadiene and
styrene (monomer). The polymerization proceeds step wise through a train of reactors.
The reactor system is capable of producing either “cold" or "hot" SBR. The lower
temperature process is generally called the "cold" SBR process because the reaction is kept
at about 50 degrees Fahrenheit (F). In the "hot" process, the reaction temperature is
kept about 120 degrees F and this rubber is generally only produced in the CC Line. As
the styrene content is increased above 50%, the nature of the latex produced is altered
significantly and it can be used in paint. For "cold" polymerization, the monomer-additive
emulsion is cooled prior to entering the reactors, generally by using as ammonia refrigerant
cooling medium. The facility manufactures SBR using nine process trains, each containing
similar but separate pigment, reactor, recovery and finishing units. Each finishing unit
contains two parallel process lines for a total of 18 process lines. ASC produces
approximately 90 different rubber types with an annual capacity of 800 million pounds
of bulk rubber. The bulk rubber is sold to other companies.

The raw materials, butadiene and styrene, are stored at the tank farm prior to transfer to
the reactors. The other materials (initiator, activator, dilute soap solution,and modifier)
necessary to complete the reaction are all prepared in the pigment area. In the reactors,
butadiene, styrene, and other materials are added to initiate the polymerization process.
Short stop solution is added to the reaction mixture or latex leaving the reactors to stop
the polymerization at the desired conversion. The unreacted butadiene and styrene are
separated, purified, and recycled in the recovery area. An antioxidant to protect the
rubber from attack by oxygen and ozone is added to the stripped latex in a blend tank.
Various extenders such as oils and carbon black are added to improve its properties.
Water is removed from the rubber in the finishing area (a detailed process description is
provided in the Air Technical Report).

Butadiene is stored in fourteen 30,000-gallon horizontal pressure tanks. One tank stores
fresh butadiene received by pipeline from Texaco Chemical Company. Five additional
tanks store recycled butadiene obtained from the recovery area. The remaining eight
Storage tanks contain blended butadiene (mixture of fresh and recycle butadiene).
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Styrene is received from ship or barge and is piped to a 600,000-gallon nitrogen-blanketed
storage tank. The barge area is owned by Texaco Chemical, however ASC uses this area
to unload styrene and butadiene. From the bulk storage tank, the styrene moves to one
of eighteen 30,000 gallon horizontal non-pressure tanks. Fresh styrene is stored in two
tanks and recycled styrene from the recovery area is stored in six tanks. The remaining
ten tanks contain blended styrene. Oils, soaps, antioxidants, catalysts, etc., required in the
process are received by truck or tank car and pumped to the respective storage tanks.
Carbon black is received by rail cars in pellet form and conveyed to storage. Ammonia,
used for chilling the reaction, is received by truck and stored in a horizontal pressure tank.
The rubber making process involves five general steps:

1. Formulation of additives which may include: rosin acid soap, fatty acid soap, trisodium
phosphate, condensed alkylaryl sulfonate, caustic soda, ferrous sulfate, sodium
formaldehyde, sulfoxylate, sodium.salt of ethylene diamine tetra acetic acid, tertiary C12
mercaptan, aromatic hydroperoxide, and water. The exact composition is proprietary and
may include chemicals not mentioned here as this was compiled from published data.
However, raw materials are mixed and injected into the reactors as needed.

2. Polymerization: Butadiene, recycled butadiene, styrene, recycled styrene, and the mixed
additives, which includes soap, activators, catalysts, and modifiers, are pumped into one
of the four reactor trains where the reaction is controlled by ammonia chillers in the
reactors where the reaction goes to about 60% completion in 8 to 10 hours. After
completion of the reaction as far as desired for the type of rubber involved, the mixture
is pumped to the next section with reaction stopping products such as sodium dimethyl

dithiocarbamate, polyamine "H" and any of many anti-form agents being added before the
next process.

3. Monomer Recovery: Recovery of the unreacted monomers and their purification is
an essential step in economic synthetic rubber production. Butadiene, which has a lower
boiling point than styrene, is first vacuum-stripped from the latex in one of two blowdown
tanks per reactor train. The butadiene vapors are compressed and condensed before
entering a receiver. From there it is pumped to the recycle butadiene storage tank.
Afterward, the recycled butadiene is added to fresh butadiene prior to reaction. The
receivers are routed through a kerosene scrubber which vent to the atmosphere. The
remaining latex then goes to a stripper column where the excess styrene is stripped
utilizing steam supplied from Texaco Chemical and sent through a condensing vessel, then
to storage to be recycled. The latex continues on to the coagulation section.

4. Coagulation: The product stream is pumped to a blending tank where antioxidant, oil
emulsion (if needed) and water brine are mixed with dilute sulfuric acid and other
coagulation aids. Carbon black and oil can be added to the latex during the coagulation
step to produce a more intimate mixture. The oil is added as an aqueous emulsion, and
carbon black is blended into the latex as an aqueous slurry. The coagulated crumb is
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separated from the coagulation liquor on a shaker screen. The coagulation liquor is
recycled after make-up with fresh acid and brine and blowdown of part of the diluted
liquor. The screened crumb is resuspended and washed with water in a reslurry tank.
This operation serves to remove extraneous compounds from rubber, particularly residual
coagulation liquor. Then the rubber is put through a dewatering machine which squeezes
the mixture until the rubber left contains from 5-20% water. The clarified underflow is
discharged to a series of wastewater treatment ponds and then to Texaco Chemical for
final treatment prior to discharging if to the Neches River. The fine rubber particles
remaining after dewatering are screened out, collected, and disposed of in ASC Landfill.
After passing through a hammermill to break up the chunks of rubber to small particles
for better drying, the rubber goes to dryer area.

5. Drying: After running through the hammermill, the rubber goes to one of 8 dryers in
this section. ASC has 4 old three-pass dryers with 8 uncontrolled vents and 4 new single-
pass dryers with one uncontrolled vent each. After drying, the rubber is weighed and
pressed into bales, wrapped in polyethylene film, and stored prior to shipment. The bales
are shipped by rail and trucks. The balers are operated hydraulically with oil or water as
the hydraulic fluid. Due to the jarring baling action and the high hydraulic pressures, fluid
leaks are frequent and, in the case of oil-driven balers, the leaked oil should be prevented
from entering the plant drain system discharging to the Neches River.

In addition to the processing operations described above, other operations are carried out
regularly, though not necessarily continuously, which generate considerable quantities of
wastewater. These include equipment cleanout and area washdown operations. Principal
equipment cleanouts include the polymerization reactors, blowdown tanks, butadiene flash
tanks, styrene stripping columns, and latex blend tanks. In most cases high volumes of
wastewater are produced that are laden with uncoagulated latex solids and are
characterized by a milky white appearance. When the flash tanks and stripping columns
are cleaned, the wastewater contains rubber solids, due to premature toagulation of the
latex, in addition to uncoagulated latex. Area washdowns are frequent, and the wash

water picks up primarily latex, rubber solids, and oil. The ASC storm drainage system is
so designed to capture the majority of these waste streams and pymp them to the
wastewater treatment system. However, there are some waste streams that are
uncontrolled and discharge directly into the storm drainage system and then to the Neches
River. The carbon black slurrying area is generally contaminated w1th carbon powder.

Area washdowns and storm run off typically pick up the carbon, resultmg in a fine carbon
suspension.

Compliance History:

Prior to the TRRP multimedia investigation, each media team was asked to review the
EPA and State files and to provide a summary description of the enforcement history of
the facility including dates and description of violations plus enforcement actions taken by
EPA and State. The findings are as follows:
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Air: ASC received Notices of Violations (NOV) from Texas Air Control Board (TACB)
for nuisance level odors on the following days.

Date of Violation Date of Notice Receipt

December 23, 1988
February 20, 1989
October 3, 1989
January 15, 1990
August 12-17, 1989
February 2 & 8, 1989
February 21 & 23, 1990
March 29, 1990

June 11, 1990

January 11, 1989
March 1, 1989
October 17, 1989
February 6, 1990
February 14, 1990*
. February 24, 1990

April 3, 1990
May 5, 1990
July 9, 1990**

* NOV based on ambient sampling that documented concentrations of styrene and
butadiene at levels that were deemed to cause a condition of air pollution.

** NOV included a violation of Rule of Rule 101.6 which requires notification to the
TACB of upsets and maintenance.,

All of the above NOVs were resolved under an Agreed Board Order which was signed
December 14, 1990 and became effective during the Phase A multimedia investigation.

NPDES: The NPDES file reviews revealed that ASC violated their permitted effluent

limitations for Total Organic Carbon (TOC), Oil and Grease (O&G) and pH from Outfall
001 on the following dates :

Date Parameter Violation Permit Limit
9-30-1987 TOC max. 240 mg/l 50 mg/
11-30-1987 pH 9.7 s.u. 9.0 s.u.
1-31-1988 TOC " 51 mg/l 50 mg/l
7-31-1988 TOC " 51 mg/l 50 mg/
10-12-1988 pH " 9.2 s.u. 9.0 s.u.
10-31-1988 pH " 9.2 s.u. 9.0 s.u.
10-31-1988 TOC " 62 mg/l 50 mg/l
2-7-1989 O&G " 50.5 mg/ 15 mg/
2-28-1989 O&G " 50 mg/ 15 mgA
12-28-1989 pH " 9.4 s.u. 9.0 s
12-29-1989 pH " 9.5 s.u. 9.0 s.u.
12-30-1989 O&G " 134 mg/l 15 mg/
1-20-1990 TOC ™ 62 mg/l 50 mg/



All the TWC annual inspection reports from 1987 to March 1990 identified the ASC flow
monitoring system as being deficient, however, no other major deficiencies were noted.
On July 3, 1989 ASC was issued a Warning Letter for the flow recorder deficiency and
on July 3, 1990 a Warning Letter was issued for the December 29 and 30, 1989 and
January 20, 1990 effluent violations. No formal enforcement action has been taken against
ASC.

RCRA: The EPA RCRA files did not identify any violations or any actions taken against
ASC. Since ASC is considered to be a small quantity generator (SQG) only three TWC
inspections have been performed prior to the TRRP multimedia inspection. The last
TWC inspection, March 27, 1987, at ASC identified a few Class 2 violations (paper work
violations). TWC issued a NOV on April 8, 1987 and ASC came into compliance on
April 23, 1987.

TSCA, EPCRA, SPCC, UST, and Wetlands: There were no major violations found during
the file reviews from these medias, therefore, no actions were taken against ASC.

A multimedia compliance investigation and evaluation of 1,3-butadiene emission were
conducted at ASC by EPA National Enforcement Investigations Center (NEIC), on
January 22-25, 1990 and February 21 through March 5, 1990. The report indicated that

ASC failed to comply with all the requirements of the CAA, CWA, RCRA, TSCA, and
SPCC.

Toxic Release Reduction Plan

On September 6, 1990 ASC submitted their toxic release reduction plan to EPA describing
the action the facility is taking or will take to reduce toxic emission into the environment.
ASC’s toxic plan addresses only air emissions. All of the provisions of the toxic plan are
addressed in the TACB Board Order. During the Phase A air multimedia inspection, the
toxic plan was reviewed and discussed to determine what toxic emissions have been reduce
or eliminated. Since ASC’s toxic plan only addresses air, a summary of the plan

evaluation is found on pages 21- 24 of the ASC Multimedia Air Pollution Inspection
Report.

Phase A Sampling Efforts

The Phase A multimedia investigation at ASC included sampling efforts from the CWA
or NPDES team. The objective of the sampling inspection is to ensure compliance with
all regulatory provision of the NPDES permit and to determine if toxic release to the
receiving stream have occurred. Through this sampling inspection we will attempt to
associate the releases with their sources and determine the quantities of pollutants being
discharged. Also wastewater samples were collected at various locations for the purpose
of determining compliance with 40 CFR 61.355, Subpart FF- National Emission Standard
For Benzene Waste Operations.
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Time weighted 24-hour cc.iposite samples from Outfall 001 (uncontaminated steam
condensate and stormwater runoff) and Outfall 301 settling basin (process wastewater and
contaminated stormwater runoff discharging to Texaco wastewater treatment plant) were
collected for analyses for all priority pollutants, permitted parameters and biomonitoring.
Grab samples from two points in the storm drainage system (Point A and B) were
collected and analyzed for all priority pollutants.

Three samples were taken at each of five locations; the styrene decanters on the DA, DB,
and CA Recovery lines, the south styrene water stripper and the styrene decanter tank.
These samples were collected to determine benzene concentration.

The laboratory results from Outfall 001 and the two points in the storm drain were in
compliance with permit limitation and showed no toxic releases. The Cyprinodon
variegatus bioassay for Outfall 001 revealed no significant effect. The 24 hour composite
at Outfall 301 for acid base/neutral compounds (ABN), pesticide/PCB, and permitted
pollutants (BOD, COD, NH3, TOC and TSS) showed ABN pollutant of Phenol (432 ug/),
Benzyl Alcohol (585 ug/l) and permitted pollutants of BOD (64 mg/1), COD (720 mg/),
TOC (56mg/l) and TSS (55 mg/l). There was significant effect from the sample collected
at Outfall 301 on the bioassay test organism in test concentrations >12% effluent. The
8-day EC50 for 301 was 8% effluent. The volatile compounds (VOAs) found in the

discharge of Outfall 301 were acetone (1600 ug/l), styrene (1390 ug/l), ethylbenzene (1480
ug/l) and toluene (177 ug/).

The samples collected from the styrene recovery lines for benzene concentration in waste
streams were analyzed for VOAs only. There was no benzene detected in any of the
samples. However styrene was detected at extremely high levels. The styrene levels
ranged from 949 ug/l (styrene stripper) to 822,000 ug/l (recovery line DA). Because of
the very high styrene levels appropriate dilutions were required to obtain the first
reportable analysis. Acetone was also detected at high levels in these samples with levels

ranging from 3230 ug/l (styrene stripper) to 53,700 ug/l (styrene decanter tank). There
was no styrene or acetone found in the sample blank water.



SUMMARY OF FINDINGS



AMERIPOL SYNPOL
TRRP Inspection
Preliminary Results - Air

I. Summaries of Significant Findings
A) Findings
NESHAPs

1) Asbestos notifications - 40 CFR 61.145(d)(1) requires a company to submit a
summary notification of all planned small renovations involving individual nonscheduled
operations when the total amount of all friable asbestos materials exceeds the "de
minimis" amounts specified in the regulations. This notification should predict removal
operations occurring during a period not to exceed one year.

The company submitted such a notice for the period covering January through
December 1990 on July 23, 1990. The company should document that no asbestos
renovation operations covered under this notification occurred during the period from
January 1 through August 6, 1990. Note that this may also be a problem with earlier

annual notifications.

B) Regulatory Requirements

NSPS Subpart Kb

The company recently constructed a latex storage tank that is subject to the NSPS
requirements for storage tanks containing volatile organic liquids. This tank has a
storage capacity of 570 m’ and stores a material with a true vapor pressure at 70° F of
2.7 kPa (0.8 in Hg). 40 CFR 60.110b(c) states that vessels with a capacity greater than
or equal to 151 m’ storing a liquid with a maximum true vapor pressure less than 3.5
kPa are exempt from the requirements of Subparts A and Kb except for keep readily
accessible records showing the dimension of the storage vessel and an analysis showing
the capacity of the storage vessel required by 40 CFR 60.116b(b).

We understand that the contents of the storage tank will be steam-heated. The
company is advised to determine the true vapor pressure (TVP) of the VOC stored in
the tank at the maximum storage temperature. If the TVP is equal to or greater than
3.5 kPa, other portions of Subpart Kb as well as the general requirements of Subpart
A may apply.



NESHAP

2) New regulations were promulgated this year at 40 CFR 61, Subpart FF for the
control of benzene in waste operations (including API separators) at chemical
manufacturing plants. 40 CFR 61.357 requires that each facility subject to this subpart
shall submit an initial report with the following information:

a) total annual benzene quantity as determined by the methods set forth in 61.355(a).
This quantity should be documented.

b) a table identifying each waste stream (defined as the waste generated by a particular
process unit, product tank, or waste management unit) and whether or not the waste
stream(s) will be controlled for benzene emissions in accordance with the requirements
of Subpart FF.

c) for each waste stream identified as not being controlled for benzene emissions, the
following information shall be added:

1) whether or not the water content of the waste stream is greater than 10%

2) whether or not the waste stream is a process wastewater stream, product tank
drawdown, or landfill leachate

3) annual waste quantity for the waste stream

4) range of benzene concentrations for the waste stream

5) annual average flow-weighted benzene concentration for the waste stream

6) annual benzene quantity for the waste stream.
The company submitted its initial report on May 11, 1990, to both EPA Region 6 and
the TACB. The report was deficient in that it did not contain all the information
required by Subpart FF.
We also have concerns about the applicability of this subpart to the several process
waste streams generated at the plant. We would recommend that sample taps be
installed so that samples can be obtained in accordance with the procedures outlined in

61.355(c)(2). If sampling results show that benzene levels can trigger the applicability
of this subpart, further portions of this subpart may apply to the company.
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3) TACB Rule 111.21 provides that no opacity from a stationary flue built on or before
January 31, 1972, may exceed 30% over a 5-minute period. This rule is part of the
Texas State Implementation Plan and is therefore federally enforceable. We have
noticed that the opacity from the carbon black incinerator stack is in the range from 20
to 30%. The company should take steps to ensure that the opacity be controlled to a
level at or below 20%. We also recommend that the company consider installing a
continuous opacity monitor on the incinerator stack, as this is the only major source of
visible emissions in the plant.

1. Areas of Concern
Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR)

Overall, the LDAR program is a step in the right direction to accomplish the goal of
toxic emission reductions.

In order to assist in complying with the Board Order, the company should:

1) ensure the monitoring contractor uses a standard of 500 ppm nominal concentration
for calibration.

2) make a list of any equipment claimed exempt from quarterly monitoring because the
process stream contains less than 1% butadiene and/or styrene or is less than 5 kPa
below ambient pressure,. This list should include the reason for inclusion and location
on a plot plan.

3) make a list of valves considered to be inaccessible for quarterly monitoring. This list
should document why the component is considered inaccessible and the schedule for
monitoring of such equipment. :

4) modify the recordkeeping system to show that the first attempt to repair was within
5 days after discovery. '

5) clearly document and justify why any repair was delayed until the next turnaround.

We noted on our inspection tour that several pressure relief valves on certain vessels
located on the CA/CB recovery lines vented to the recovery absorber vent line. This
line is currently not controlled by a flare and thus these valves should be monitored as
part of the LDAR program. We did not observe any way for monitoring to be
conducted at these valves.
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We reviewed first quarter LDAR reports for 16 out of 19 units. Our review indicated
the following:

1) 0.26% of all components were leaking at a rate greater than of equal to
10,000 ppm,

2) 0.19% of all components were leaking at a rate greater than or equal to 500
ppm and less than 10,000 ppm, and

3) 0.55% of all monitored components had detectable leaks of less than 500
ppm.

Since more than half of the components which were found to be leaking were
measured to be less than 500 ppm, we think reductions in emissions could be achieved
by repairing all detectable leaks. In addition, we recommend that the company monitor
components that have been repaired on a monthly basis for at least two months to
ensure that no leaks that reoccurred.

We feel that every effort should be made to replace the current pumps and
compressors with systems designed to prevent and/or capture leaks.

Drver Stacks

We are encouraged by the company switching to EPA-approved models. We would
also like consultation with the EPA Air Programs Branch as well as the TACB on
issues such as point and building downwash effects. This will help ensure that in future
risk assessments the results will be more acceptable to EPA.

We believe that the dryers are the largest source of VOC emissions at the plant and

feel that additional means of controlling these emissions above and beyond the residual
styrene controls already in place should be investigated.

Miscellaneous

A. The company should maintain a record of all emission increases and decreases
so as to assist the TACB in determining whether PSD or nonattainment NSR
would be triggered.

B. The company should publicize the existence of its odor hot-line more extensively.
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AMERIPOL SYNPOL COMPANY

Inspection Type: =~ RCRA Compliance Evaluation
Inspection Dates: December 10 - 12, 1990

Inspection Participants:
Caroline L. Abbott (author), EPA Reglon 6
Gene Keepper, EPA Region 6
Agatha Benjamin, EPA Region 6
. Vince Malott, EPA Region 6
Kirk Coulter, TWC District 6
Dick Saunders, Ameripol Synpol

Summary of Significant Findings:

40 CFR 262.20(a)

- The generator failed to include the following information on two manifests with
Texas state manifest document numbers 0015238, dated 8/23/90 and 00209447, dated
2/9/90: a) a generator-assigned unique manifest document number as required in item #1
on the manifest, b) a written indication for discrepancies of the number of containers and
total volume of manifested waste as required under item #19 on the manifest.

40 CFR 262.34(d) -

The generator failed to ship offsite one drum, marked with the words hazardous
waste and dated 10/11/89, within the 180 day limit.

40 CFR 265.31

The generator has failed to meet the requirements of preparedness and prevention
by maintaining and operating the  facility to minimize release of hazardous waste or
hazardous waste constituents to soils which could threaten the environment. There are
numerous areas of dead vegetation with evidence of visible contamination as well as a
number of unidentified drums containing unknown materials.

40 CFR 265 171

The generator failed to maintain a drum, marked with the words "Hazardous
Waste" and containing an unknown substance, in a designated container storage area.

40 CFR 268.7(a)(6)

The generator failed to keep records of all notifications or certifications for land
disposal restricted wastes sent to offsite facilities after August 7, 1988.
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Areas of Concern:

1. A requirement by Texas Water Commission is that all solid wastes be listed on the

Notice of Registration. The generator has failed to include lead/acid batteries as one of
the wastes generated.

2. Several areas where visible soil contamination and dead vegetation were identified
during the site investigation. They are as follows:

a) Two used drum storage areas located in the "boneyard" or salvage yard just west
of the north cooling tower at the north end of the facility property.

b) Truck unloading station at the north oil emulsion prep unit, northern end of
West Loop Road.

c) West of south plant paint shop there are some unidentified drums surrounded

by dead vegetation. there is also visible yellow paint contamination on the ground
in the area.

d) In the vicinity of the diesel storage tank near the water treatment plant on the
west side of the facility property. There is visible staining in and standing water
surrounding the diked containment area for this tank.

e) To the north of the API separator at the southern boundary of the facility
property is a used drum storage area. The drums are located on top of a metal
grate over a concrete containment basin. The basin contains standing liquid and
apparent overflow has occurred onto the surrounding soils.

f) A number of used drums at the southeast corner of the facility property are
underlain by visibly stained soils. This area is within 20 feet of the southern
stormwater drainage ditch and 40 feet of the eastern stormwater drainage ditch.

g) There are visible spills which have occurred at the eastern separator along East
Loop Road.

h) There is an area of dead vegetation which runs perpendicular to the north from
the A-line Process building. It appears that process water was purposely
discharged from this area.
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NPDES TRRP REPORT
AMERIPOL-SYNPOL

SUMMARY OF APPARENT VIOLATION

1. Summaries of Significant Findings

LABORATORY

1. Part LA. of Permit and 40 CFR Part 136 (Table II)
The pH analysis is not conducted in situ and exceeds required holding time of 15

minutes.

2. 40 CFR Part 136 (Table LB.)
TOC procedure does not include purgeable organic carbons.

3. Part IL.B.1. of Permit
During pH meter calibration, temperature compensation (slope) is not used.

4. Part 1L.B.1. of Permit
The thermometer used for sample refrigeration and in situ monitoring is not NIST

(or NBS) traceable.

5. 40 CFR Part 136 (Table II)
The temperature in the sample refrigerature was greater than 4 C (9.5 C).

6. Part IL.B.1. of Permit
The balance used in the Oil and Grease procedure was not being calibrated.

FACILITY SITE REVIEW

7. Part I1.B.1 of the Permit
Contaminated wash water from the railcar area near the B-line basin was draining
from several breaks in the curbing around the railroad tracks into the storm
drainage area creating an unauthorized discharge situation.

8. Part II.B.1. of the Permit
An overflow pipe in a dike around three tanks (# 38,39 and 42),labelled as
containing a caustic solution, is creating a potential for stormwater contamination.
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9. Part IL.B.1. of the Permit
A styrene transfer pump to a styrene storage tank in the tank farm area was not
properly segregated from the stormwater system. An oily residue and other
evidence of contamination were seen in the storm drainage area.

II. AREAS OF CONCERN

1. The major area of concern is the inadequate segregation of the process water from the
storm drainage system. Throughout the plant, several locations were noted which indicated
a strong possibility of process wastewater entering the receiving stream.

2. Another source of contamination could be from a sanitary line which runs along the
vicinity of an open ditch on the south side of the plant. Judging from the age of the plant
and the visual observation (green stagnant water around a manhole), it appears

there might be a small break in the line which seeps to the surface and into the storm
drain.

3. The facility does not have the capability of measuring the entire range of flows. Flows
may vary from 0.02 MGD up to 14 MGD (reportedly), but the present system can only
measure up to 0.7 MGD.
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- JE A TRRP MULTIMEDIA INSPECTION IMPLEMENTATION

AMERIPOL SYNPOL COMPANY

MONDAY, DEC. 10, 1990
NPDES Sampling

Air Inspection
RCRA Inspection

TUESDAY, DEC. 11, 1990
NPDES Sampling

Air Inspection
RCRA Inspection

WEDNESDAY, DEC. 12, 1990
NPDES Sampling

Air Inspection
RCRA Inspection

THURSDAY, DEC. 13, 1990
NPDES Inspection

FRIDAY, DEC. 14, 1990
NPDES Inspection
Closing Conference



TEXAS AIR CONTROL BOARD
6330 Highway 290 East
Augtin, Texas 78723

AGREED BOARD ORDER

NO. 90~09

On this the 14th day of December, 1990, the Texas Air Control Board
considered the matter of enforcement actions pertaining to the following persons:

Ameripol Synpol Company, Jefferson County

Amoco Oil Company, Galveston County

Chem-Pac, Inc., Kimble County

Coastal Refining & Marketing, Nueces County

Jac-Tex Manufacturing, Inc., Cherokee County

Mobay Synthetics Corporation, Harris County

Mcdern Tire.-Service, Inc., Tarrant County

Pioneer Concrete of Texas, Incorporated, Harris County

Rexene Products Company and Lyondell Polymers
Corporation, Harris County

Southwest Cabinet Corporation d/b/a Anton Cabinetry,
Tarrant County

Wilder Management Associates, Inc., Travis County

The terms and conditions under which these matters are resolved are
contained in attachments 90-~09(a) through 90-09(k) which are attached to this
order and incorporated as is fully set forth herein.

PASSED AND APPROVED at the reqular meeting of the Texas Air Control Board

in Austin, Texas, on this the 14th day of December, 1990.
TEXAS AIR CONTROL BOARD
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P.E., Member
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TEXAS ATR CONTROL BOARD
6330 Highway 290 East
Austin, Texas 78723

AGREFD BOARD ORDER

AMERTPQOI, SYNPOL COMPANY

NO. 90-09(a)

The Texas Air Control Board (the Board) hereby resclves the matter of
enforcement action regarding Ameripol Synpol Company (the company) in the form
of an Agreed Board Order pursuant to Sections 382.023(a) and (b), 382.082(c) and
(d), and 382.088 of the Texas Clean Air Act (Act), Texas Health & Safety Code
Chapter 382. The staff of the Board (the staff) and the campany have agreed on
a settlement of the matters involved in this enforcement action, subject to the
approval of the Board.

In settlement of this enforcement action and solely for the purpose of this
Agreed Board Order, the parties have agreed and stipulated as follows:

1. That the company  owns and operates a styrene butadiene rubber
manufacturing plant located at 1215 Main, Port Neches, Jefferson County, Texas.

2. That the above plant consists of one or more sources as defined in
Section 382.003(9) of the Act.

3. That the campany as owner and coperator of the above plant is alieged
to have viclated Board Rule 101.4 and Section 4.01(a) [redesignated as Section
382.085(a) effective September 1, 1989) of the Act by causing, suffering,
allowing or permitting the emission of an air contaminant which caused or
contributed to a condition of air pollution on December 23, 1988; February 20,
1989; October 3, 1989; January 15, 1990; February 2, 1990; February 8, 1990;
February 21, 1990; February 23, 1990; March 29, 1990; and June 11, 1990.

4. That the company as owner and operator of the above plant is alleged

to have violated Board Rule 101.6 and Section 382.085(b) of the Act by failing
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to notify the Executive Director and the appropriate local air pollution control
agency as soon as possible of a major upset condition which occurred on June 11,
1990 which caused or may have caused an excessive emission that contravenes the

intent of the Act or the requlations of the Board.

5. That notices of the apparent violations of Board Rule 101.4 referred

to in paragraph 3 above were received by the campany on or about January 11,
1989; March 1, 1989; October 17, 1989; February 6, 1990; February 24, 1990; March
18, 1990; April 3, 1990; May 5, 1990; and July 9, 1990.

) 6. That notice of the apparent violation of Board Rule 101.6 referred to
in g;aragraph 4 above was received by the campany on or about July 9, 1990.

7. That the company and the staff agree that the allegations set forth
in the Board's file regarding this enforcement action, concerning viclations of
Board Rules 101.4 and 101.6 are hereby settled and compromised. It is understood
that the entry of this Aqgreed Board Order shall not constitute an admission by
the company of any violations alleged in paragraphs 3 and 4.

8. That administrative penalties in the amount of Seventy-Three Thousand
Dollars ($73,000.00) should be recovered by the Board for t'he violations alleged
in paragraphs 3 and 4.

9. That the campany has placed in the possession of the Board the sum of
Seventy-Three Thousand Dollars ($73,000.00) for deposit in the General Revenue
Fund of the State Treasury, as payment of administrative penalties assessed.

10. That the company has submitted Permit Application No. C-9908 for the

replacement of three triple pass rubber crumb dryers with three single pass .
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rubber crumb dryers; Permit No. C-9908 was issued on November 27, 1989: and
installation of the "E" dryer replacement was completed on August 16, 1990.
11. That the company agrees to maintain compliance with Board Rules 101.4
and 101.6 and Sections 382.085(a) and (b) of the Act from and after the date of
this Agreed Board Order and to take the following actions:
(a) The company shall replace two triple pass rubber crumb dryers
with single pass rubber crumb dryers according to the following schedule:
(1) The company shall install the "C" dryer replacement no later
than September 30, 1991; and

(2) The campany shall install the "I, "S", or "T" dryer
replacement no later than September 30, 1992.

(b) To reduce the residual styrene content in the stripped latex, the
company has installed a twelfth tray in each of the six north unit stripping
towers. Until March 31, 1991, the company shall maintain an interim residual
styrene content in the stripped latex at or below an annual average of 0.06
weight percent wet and a daily average of 0.085 weight percent wet; provided,
however, that this requirement shall not apply to the maﬁufacture of special
polvmer tvpes with greater than 24.5 percent bound styrene. The daily average
residual styrene shall be calculated by averaqing the value fram each of the
three shifts in that day. Any time the residual styrene concentration on a
stripping colum exceeds 0.085 weight percent wet 'based on a single sampling
analysis, prompt corrective action shall be taken to achieve compliance with the
residual styrene concentration. While the residual styrene concentration exceeds

0.085 weight percent wet, latex processing may continue, provided that either:



AGREED BOARD ORDER NO. 90-09(a)
AMERIPOL SYNPOL COMPANY
PAGE 4

(1) latex is blended to meet the daily average residual styrene concentration
limit before processing or (2) processing rates are reduced such that total
styrene feed rate to the finishing lines does not exceed 251.5 pounds per hour.
Fram the time the exceedance is detected, records shall be maintained every two
hours of the latex residual styrene concentration out of the stripper and the
latex residual styrene concentration and total feed rate out of the blend tanks
until compliance with the stripper latex residual is demonstrated for two
consecutive sampling analyses.

(c) After March 31, 1991, the company shall maintain the residual
styrene content in the stripped latex at or below an annual average of 0.04
weight percent wet and a daily average of 0.08 weight percent wet; provided,
however, that this requirement shall not apply to the manufacture of special
polymer types with greater than 24.5 percent bound styrene. The daily average
residual styrene shall be calculated by averaging the value from each of the
three shifts in that day. Any time the residual styrene concentration on a
stripping column exceeds 0.08 weight percent wet based on a single sampling
analysis, prampt corrective action shall be taken to achievé canpliance with the
residual styrene concentration. While the residual styrene concentration exceeds
0.08 weight percent wet, latex processing may continue, provided that either:
(1) latex is blended to meet the daily average residual styrene concentration
limit before processing or (2) processing rates are reduced such that total
styrene feed rate to the finishing lines does not exceed 251.5 pounds per hour.
From the time the exceedance is detected, records shall be maintained every two

hours of the latex residual styrene concentration out of the stripper and the
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latex residual styrene concentration and total feed rate out of the blend tanks
until campliance with the stripper latex residual is demonstrated for two
consecutive sampling analyses.

(d) For those special polymers to be manufactured at the plant with
greater than 24.5 percent bound styrene, the residual styrene content prior to
coaqulation shall not exceed an annual average of 0.14 weight percent wet and
a daily average of 0.35 weight percent wet.

(e) The company shall keep daily records of all latex production rates
(pounds per hour), latex type, residual styrene concentration in the stripped
latex, residual styrene concentration after reaction for special polymer types
with a bound styrene content greater than 24.5 percent, and residual styrene
concentration prior to coagulation. In addition, records of latex type, feed
rates, and calculated residual styrene after blending and immediately before
processing shall be maintained for each finishing line. Calculated residual
shall be based on residual analysis after stripping or reaction. The company
shall maintain records of such measurements and calculations for at least two
years, and make such records available to the staff upon x;equest.

(f) The cawpany shall conduct a leak detection and repair (LDAR)
program to reduce fugitive emissions of 1,3 butadiene and styrene as specified
in Attachment A entitled "Leak Detection and Repair Program for Piping, Valves,
Flanges, Pumps and Carpressors with Intensive Directed Maintenance" which is
hereby incorporated by reference herein for all purposes. With the written

approval of the Executive Director, which shall be reasonably granted, the




AGREED BOARD ORDER NO. 90-09(a)
AMERIPOL SYNPOL COMPANY
PAGE 6

campany may modify the LDAR program to conform with an applicable United States
Environmental Protection Agency LDAR program.

(g) On or before the date which is sixty (60) days after the date of
entry of this Agreed Board Order, the campany shall submit a plan to the staff
for the routing of emissions from the four kerosene scrubbers at the above plant
to a fla_re (the flare plan). As part of the flare plan, the company shall submit
the following information on the flare to the staff:

(1) Specific design and operational details and calculations which
demc_mstrate that over the entire range of possible flow rates and compositions

«

the; flare shall meet each requirement of Standard Exemption number 80 or 40 CFR
60.18;

(2) Detailed explanations of the basis for the flow rates and
campositions used in the calculations, at least one sample calculation, and a
summary of the results of all the calculations;

(3) A completed Table 8, a copy of which is attached to this
Agreed Board Order as "Attachment B", which shall include drawings of the flare
tip and the ignition system; and '

(4) A method for monitoring, on an ongoing basis, the British
Thermal Unit value and the flow rates of the waste gas going to the flare.

(h) Within six months after the date on which the staff issues the

final draft of its written comments concerning the flare plan regquired by
paragraph 11(g) above (the staff's final comments), the company shall route the

emissions from the four kerosene scrubbers at the above plant to a flare in
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accordance with the staff's final comments. The flare shall meet each
requirement of Standard Exemption number 80 or 40 CFR 60.18.

(1) On or before January 1, 1991, the company shall submit to the
staff for approval data for a dispersion modeling study evaluating the off-
property impacts of the 1,3 butadiene emissions from the above plant, taking into
consideration the actions to be campleted pursuant to subparagraphs 1ll(g) and
(h) above. The company shall complete the modeling study as per TACB modeling
guidelines and submit a report to the staff within three (3) months after the
staff's written approval of the company's data.

(3} On or before January 1, 1991, the campany shall submit a plan for
approval by the staff to determine the concentration of 1,3 butadiene and styrene
in the process wastewater at the above plant. As part of such plan, the company
shall conduct sampling to characterize the concentrations caming fram each type
of process wastewater source at the above plant. Within three (3) months of
the staff's written approval of the plan, the campany shall submit to the staff
the results of the sampling and an analysis which either demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the staff that the process wastewater does not make a significant
contribution to the 1,3 butadiene or styrene emissions from the plant or proposes
means of reducing emissions from wastewater sources and a schedule for
implementation to reduce such emissions.

(k) From and after the date of entry of this Agreed Board Order, the
styrene content of the process wastewater fram each of the styrene decanter and
stripper systems at the above plant shall not exceed 200 parts per million by

weight. Additionally, the company shall sample and analyze these process
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wastewater sources on a daily basis to show and maintain compliance with this

requirement. The campany shall maintain records of such measurements and
calculaticons for at least two years, and make such records available to the

staff upon request.

(1) On or before June 1, 1992, all dryer stacks shall be raised to
a height of not less than 100 feet above the ground. Sampling ports and
platforms shall be incorporated into the design of all the dryer stacks according
to the specifications set forth in Attachment C entitled "Chapter 2, Stack
Sampling Facilities", which is hereby incorporated by reference herein for all
purposes. Alternate sampling facility designs may be submitted for approval by
the staff.

(m) On or before December 15, 1990, the company shall perform stack
sampling and other testing as required to establish the actual pattern and
quantities of air contaminants being emitted into the atmosphere from the crumb
rubber dryer stacks at the above plant. Sampling and analysis will be conducted
using equipment, methods and procedures approved by the staff. The staff shall
be contacted to schedule a pretest meeting not less than 30 days prior to
sampling, to review the necessary sampling and testing procedures, to provide
the proper data forms for recording pertinent data and to review the format
procedures for submitting the test reports. Reports of the results of such
sampling shall be submitted to the staff by Januwary 15, 1991.

(n) The company shall submit to the TACB staff for approval data for

an atmospheric dispersion modeling study evaluating the short-term off-property

impacts of the styrene emissions from the above plant, taking into consideration

N
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the actions to be completed pursuant to subparagraphs 11l(c), (d), (£), (3), (k),
(1), and (m) above. The data must be submitted no later than cne month after
the requirements of subparagraph 11(j) have been campleted. The company shall
camplete the modeling study as per TACB modeling guidelines and shall submit a
report to the staff within three (3) months after the staff's written approval
of the campany's data.

(o) On or before January 1, 1991, the campany shall begin to operate
and maintain a fence-line monitoring program which will coincide with the
monitoring program of the Southeast Texas Regional Planning Commission and other
industry monitoring programs in the area. The monitoring program shall measure
the 24-hour average concentration of styrene, 1,3 butadiene, and benzene at the
fence-line once every twelve (12) days. This program will conclude one year
after all acticns identified in paragraphs ll(a) through 11(m) of this order are
campleted. All data fram such sampling shall be maintained for a period of two
(2) years and made available to the staff upon reguest.

12. That all air pollution abatement equipment shall be maintained in gocod
working order and operated properly during normal operatioﬁs.

13. That any procedures which might otherwise be authorized or required
in this action are waived in the interest of a more timely resolution of the
matter.

For purposes of this Agreed Board Order only and based on the stipulations

and agreements of the parties, the Texas Air Control Board hereby finds that the

7
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violations described in paragraphs 3 and 4 have occurred and that administrative

penalties are warranted in the amount of Seventy-Three Thousand Dollars

($73,000.00).

It is, therefore, ordered by the Texas Air Control Board that Ameripol
Synpol Campany pay administrative penalties in the amount of Seventy-Three
Thousand Dollars ($73,000.00).

It is further ordered that Ameripol Synpol Campany shall:

(1) Undertake and complete by the specified dates all items of the
ccm;zliance plan set forth in paragraph 1l1;
: (2) Maintain all air pollution abatement equipment in good working
order and operate said equipment properly during normal operations; and

(3) From and after the date of this Agreed Board Order, maintain

compliance with Board Rules 101.4 and 10l.6.

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND SUBSTANCE:

Toseler 20, 140

isum, Staff AFtorney Date

ZJ%M& VP Opnitiis  11/28]9

for the company /Date/




ATTACHMENT A

Leak Detection and Repair Program
for
Piping, Valves, Flanga.i, Pumps and Campressors
in

Styrene or 1,3-Butadiene Service

This requirement shall not apply (1) where the total of the styrene and
1,3-butadiene concentrations in a stream is less than one percent by weight
(1.0 Wt %) or (2) where the operating pressure is at least 5 kilopascals
(0.725 psi) below ambient pressure. Equipment excluded from this program
shall be identified, including reason for the claimed exemption, in a list
and on a plot plan of the process area to be made available to regulatory
personnel upon reguest.

Construction of new and reworked piping, valves and pump and compressor
systems shall conform to applicable ANSI, API, ASME or equivalent ccdes.,

New and reworked underground process pipelines shall contain no buried
valves such that fugitive emission monitoring is rendered impractical.

To the extent that good engineering practice will permit, new and reworked
valves and piping connections shall be so located to be reasonably
accessible for leak-checking during plant operation. Non-accessible valves
shall be identified in a list to be made available to regulatory personnel
upon request.

Accessible flanges and other piping connections shall be monitored by leak-
checking for fugitive volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions at least
quarterly using an approved gas analyzer as defined by 40 CFR 60 Appendix
A, Method 21. New and reworked piping connections shall be welded or
flanged. Screwed connections are permissible only on piping smaller than
two—-inch diameter. No later than the next scheduled quarterly monitoring
after initial installation or replacement, all new or reworked connections
shall be gas tested or hydraulically tested at no less than normal

operating pressure and adjustments made as necessary to obtain leak-free
performance.

Each open—ended valve or line shall be equipped with a cap, blind flange,
plug or a second valve.

Accessible valves shall be monitored by leak-checking for fugitive VOC
emissions at least quarterly using an approved gas analyzer as defined by
40 CFR 60 Appendix A, Method 21. Sealless/leakless valves (including but
not limited to bellows and diaphragm valves) and relief valves equipped
with a rupture disc or venting to a control device are not required to be
monitored. For each valve equipped with a rupture disc, a pressure gaude
shall be installed between the relief valve and rupture disc to monitor
disc integrity. All leaking discs shall be replaced at the earliest
opportunity but no later than the next process shutdown.

1



With the exception of those pumps dedicated to and used exclusively in
latex service, all new and replacement pumps and compressors shall be
equipped with a shaft sealing system that prevents or detects emissions
of VOC fram the seal. These seal systems need not be monitored and may
include, but are not limited to, dual pump seals with barrier fluid at
higher pressure than process pressure, seals degassing to vent control

systems kept in good working order or seals equipped with an automatic seal
failure detection and alarm system.

Submerged pumps or sealless pumps (including but not limited to diaphragm,
canned or magnetic driven pumps) may be used to satisfy the requirements
of this program and need not be monitored.

All other pump and compressor seals shall be monitored by leak-checking
for fugitive VOC emissions at least quarterly using an approved gas
analyzer as defined by 40 CFR 60 Appendix A, Method 21.

Damaged or leaking valves, flanges, compressor seals and pump seals found
to be emitting VOC in excess of 500 ppmv or found by visual inspection to
be leaking (e.g. dripping liguids) shall be tagged and replaced or
repaired. Every reasonable effort shall be made to repair a leaking
camponent, as specified in this paragraph, within 15 days after the leak

is found. A first attempt at repair shall be made no later than 5 days
after the leak is detected.

If the repair of a component would require a unit shutdown, the repair may
be delayed until the next scheduled shutdown. All leaking camponents which
cannot be repaired until a scheduled shutdown shall be identified for such
repair by tagging. The Executive Director, at his discretion, may require
early unit shutdown or other appropriate action based on the number and
severity of tagged leaks awaiting shutdown.

The results of the required fugitive monitoring and maintenance program
shall be recorded in a log and shall be kept for at least 2 years and made
available to the Executive Director or his designated representative upon
request. Records shall indicate, but not be limited to, the following:
process unit identification, appropriate dates of initial testing and each
attempt to repair a leak, test methods, leaking component identification
number, maximum instrument readings, repair results and corrective actions

taken, and reasons a camponent cannot be repaired until process unit
shutdown.

Campliance with the requirements of this program does not assure compliance
with requirements of TACB Regulation V, an applicable New Source
Performance Standard or an applicable National Emission Standard for
Hazardous Air Pollutants and does not constitute approval of alternative
standards for these requlations.
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ATTACHMENT B

TABLE 8
FLARE SYSTEMS
Nunber from Flow Diagram Manufacturer & Model No. (if available)
CHARACTERISTICS OF INPUT
Waste Gas Stream Material Min. Value Expected Ave. Value Expected Design Max.
(scfm [70°F, 14.7 psia]) (scfm [709F, 14.7 psia]) | (scfm [70°F. 14.7 psia])
L
2.
3.
4.
5. |
6.
7.
8.
% of time this condition occurs
Flow Rate (scfm [70°F, 14.7 psia]) Temp. °F Pressure (psig) |
Minimum Expected | Design Maximum
Waste Gas Stream
Fuel Added to Gas Stream
Number of Pilots Type Fuel Fuel Flow Rate (scfm [70°F & 14.7 psia]) per pilot
For Steam Injection Steam Pressure (psig) Total Steam Flow Temp. °F Velocity (ft/sec)
Min. Expected| Design Max. Rate (Ib/hr)
Diameter of Steam Jets Design basis for steam injected
Number of Jet Streams (Gmches) " T steam|Ib hydrocarion).
N Water Pressure (psig) Total Water Flow Rate (gpm) | No. of Diameter of Water
For Water Injection Min_ Expected Design Max. | Min. Expected DesignMax. | WaterJets | Jets (inches)
Flare Height (ft) Flare tip inside diameter (ft)
Capital Instailed Cost $ Annual Operating Cost $ .

Supply an assembly drawing, dimensioned and to scale, to show clearly the operation of the flare system. Show interi?r dimensions
and features of the equipment necessary to calculate its performance. Also describe the type of ignition system and its method of
operation. Provide an expianation of the control system for steam flow rate and other operating variables.



CHAPTER 2
STACK SAMPLING FACILITIES

General

Most sampling for representative results requires minimum sampling
facilities for which the TACB has established the quidelines presented
in this chapter. Stack sampling operations utilize a system of equip-
ment to traverse a cross-section of the stack or duct through ports
located such that a reprasentative sample can be obtained. Normally, a
monorail structure is erected so the cross-section of the stack may be
traversed on two diameters for circular stacks and on a matrix layout
for rectangular or other shaped stacks.

These guidelines cannot anticipate all situations, and special cases
will occur. Non-standard or alternate instailations are therefore
evatuated on an individual basis, and in such instances detailed plans

should be sent to the TAC3 fur review ana anprecval before the construc-
tion of stack sampiinag ricilities is initiated.

£xisting sources with stack sampling faciiities approved previously by
the TACB may not normally be required ta meat these additional specifica-
tions described in this chapter. The 220-volt, S0-amp electrical outlet
at the stack base as described in the Power Supply section of this
chapter may, however, be necessary in certain cases due to the increased
power requirements cf TACB monitoring systems. The following guidelines

constitute minimum requirements for safe and zccessible stack sampling
facilities:

Physical Features

Before consideration is given to the installation of sampling ports and
platforms, certain dimensions and other features cf the stack and stack
gas must be verified in order that a renresentative sample is possible.

e Stack diameter must be at least ane foot.
¢ Stack gas velocity head must be at least Q0.1 inches of water.

e The stack must have at least 2-1/2 diameters of uniform
undisturbed cross-section.

Sampling Ports

Port location

The optimum location of sampling ports is at least eight stack diameters
downstream of any bends, inlets, constrictions, adatement equipment,
straightening vanes, or ather flow disturbance; and at least two stack

2-1



diameters upstream of the stack exit or other flow disturbance. Hydrau-
lic diameter is used for non-circular stacks and is defined later in
this chapter. This location permits a sample traverse to be taken using
a minimum of twelve sampling poinis. A greater numcer of sampling paints
is necessary on stacks which fail to meet this location criteria. For a
valid sample traverse t